Introduction
Documentary has its own DiY history. The story might be said to begin in Britain in 1935. That year Ruby Grierson, whose brother John had coined the term documentary a decade earlier, was working as an assistant on the film that became "Housing Problems", about living conditions in London's East End. In a legendary incident, related by Grierson in his memoirs, she invoked a do-it-yourself ethos, inviting the slum dwellers to tell their stories directly to camera. Metaphorically handing over the recording equipment, she urged them to take the opportunity to state their case, "The camera is yours. The microphone is yours. Now tell the bastards exactly what it's like to live in the slums" (Hardy 1946,148) . It did the trick, and the East Enders' direct, albeit self-conscious testimonies are still arresting and affecting today, speaking to us across the years. Lev Manovich observed the tendency of practices to move from the periphery to the centre in the context of digital culture.
(Manovich 2001) The idea of the documentary subjects becoming agents in the making process is such a phenomenon. Ruby Grierson's intervention expressed the germ of an idea that is coming to fruition today.
For most of the twentieth century, however, documentary was a professional world in which there was little potential for do-it-yourself.
Twentieth century production and exhibition equipment was specialised, bulky and expensive. There were film formats for amateurs -8mm, Super8, later Hi8 video. But while amateurs shot footage which they shared in private with friends and family, an exclusive cadre of documentary professionals observed and interpreted the world on our behalf, shaping footage into real-life stories that circulated in the public sphere.
At the same time, the subject of social documentary is people, and production is based in a relationship between filmmaker and human subject/s.
While the dominant practice within documentary has been that the filmmaker generates the content -film, video, stills -and shapes an interpretation of the world from that material, the documentary subject has generally been afforded no agency in that process. The idea of the documentary subjects' rights has surfaced notably alongside political movements through which those excluded from systems of power have fought for their voice to be heard.
In Paris, May '68, film was seen as a central arena of the struggle.
Technicians and film resources were put at the disposal of protesters and Renault workers produced a film. Across the Atlantic in Canada that same year a model of media access was pioneered within the Challenge for Change project, when director George Stoney agreed a proposal from his team to hand cameras over to Native Americans who were protesting customs charges on a bridge across their land. Inspired by "You are on Indian Land" and the Challenge for Change output that followed it, forms of access media were then developed in North America and in the UK in the 70s. This DiY current within documentary -expressed through making tools and facilitation available so that non-professionals the people might create and present their own documentary arguments -continued through the latter years of the twentieth century, in Community Media and Access TV, at the margins of dominant media practice. All these activities deserve critical attention, but there is not the space to address them all here. In this chapter I will focus on significant collaborative, interactive documentary practices that are emerging in the context of digital culture. In the first part of the chapter I'm going to think about these forms of collaborative documentary in relation to the concept of DiY in its original sense of amateur making. This framework can help to situate these emerging practices in relation to the counter-history within documentary in which subjects have taken on forms of agency and editorial control in the production process.
By using contemporary examples I will then suggest why the concept of DiY is problematic for documentary. Awareness that a DiY approach to documentary making is not universally available, prompts a questioning of the valorisation of the concept of DiY in the context of complex media production.
Through the lens of co-creativity I will discuss collaborative documentaries as a strategic response to the 'participation gap' (Jenkins 2006, 23 
DiY or Collaborative?
The DiY current in documentary is finding expression in a growing body of North American work based on collaborative processes and involving public participation. These projects routinely incorporate the amateur, DiY media often known as user-generated or (my preference) participatory content. I will begin by considering two such documentaries that provide rich material for revealing the limits of the term DiY to describe current trends. Both MMS and Hollow involve forms of public participation, but inspected in closer detail, they suggest problems in the simplistic framework of DiY. For a start, there is no clear amateur / professional binary at work between content made by participants and project producers. Some contributions are by experienced media makers, while others are by 7 journalists in the making. MMS has been a platform for the NPR Radio Rookies training scheme, for example. These contributions from trainees might be described as amateur but probably not as DiY, in that they are mediated by trainers, which is at odds with the idea of self-direction fundamental to the concept of do-it-yourself. Does this devalue this participatory content? The next section considers this question by asking how those taking part assess these experiences of participation.
Participation to Co-creation
How is it possible to gauge the success of these collaborative projects from the point of view of participants and therefore assess their potential impact on communities? Unfortunately there is little independent evidence to draw on. we aren't as mainstream media portrays us. We are BETTER!" "She has given us our county back, our voices back, and we can never thank her enough for that!"
What comes across is that people feel they have no means to represent themselves without the intervention of an outside agent. The comments are reminiscent of the tone of feedback obtained by a journalist who talked to participants about the Access TV project Video Nation which I co-produced at the BBC in the 1990s. One said, "I has a hard upbringing. My parents forced me to give up school at sixteen. I had no qualifications, not one. Doing Video Nation has given me a massive lift. The BBC actually listens to me Conrad Gorner" (France,1999) . At that time, participants expressed feelings of affirmation as a result of being heard on the BBC, and gratitude to the team who facilitated that experience. This was in the pre-internet era, when there was no other route to self-representation in the media. Almost twenty years later, the comments about Hollow demand to be read in the context of rhetoric of universal participation. The comparison points up the continuing lack of media participation that is still the reality for many. In this light a number of these collaborative and participatory projectsincluding Mapping Main Street and Hollow, but also the National Film Board of Canada's award winning Highrise -can be seen to be adopting a production strategy that responds to the participation gap. This can entail facilitating participation by members of marginalised communities while at the same time giving them forms of authority in the production process.
But the term 'collaborative documentary' is not unique to these projects. It is also used to describe collaborations among experienced filmmakers. "99 Percent: The Occupy Wall Street Film" is one such current example. Since it is often undefined the term collaborative can confuse, raising expectations of equal contribution and collective decision-making.
An alternative framework is provided by the term co-creative media -a concept which is being refined by researchers at QUT in relation to digital storytelling projects and community media. "Co-creative media provides a tool for describing the ways in which participatory media are facilitated by people and organisations, not just technology…" (Spurgeon et al. 2009, 275) Benjamin makes a distinction between self-expression and the work of providing a platform. He proposes that the task for the committed artist is to adapt "the production apparatus" (Benjamin 1977, 94) , on behalf of the workers. "This apparatus will be the better", he continues, "the more consumers it brings into contact with the production process -in short, the more readers or spectators it turns into collaborators" (Ibid., 98 ). At a very different historical moment this model is still relevant for these co-creative documentaries being made in the context of the participation gap. The distinction between production apparatus and content is particularly resonant for these projects which involve the production of an architecture of participation and interaction as well as content itself.
What does Main Street mean for you? How does life in West Virginia look to you? The producers behind these projects pose a question, but do not try to determine the answer. Their role is not a passive one, however; they work with what Benjamin calls a "mediating effectiveness" (Ibid.,102). They design architectures within which many responses can be gathered and presented; apparatuses for contribution and platforms for sharing and interaction. That is not to suggest that those architectures are neutral. Design, wording, the framing of the call to action: these present points-of-view. As the French interactive documentary producer Alexandre Brachet (2011) has said, "Interface is content".
Each project then expresses a political attitude to its theme.
Participants are invited to join in a project that has an agenda, and at the same time they are provided with a platform through which they can express their own perspective and point-of-view. In taking part participants become a community to interrogate a theme of shared concern. The significance of these co-creative projects is not then reducible to the presence of do-ityourself, participatory content. It derives instead from the ways that the projects open out the range of voices that get to speak with authority and purpose within the documentary project. What's at stake is documentary as catalyst for conversations, debates, understandings among participants, communities, audiences -its role in the public sphere.
Documentary as Citizenship
Documentary has long been associated with citizenship. Grierson championed the form for its educative value, its promise to produce the informed citizen -a conception of documentary's role in the public sphere that still lingers. Michael Chanan (2000, 229) has argued for an alternative view of the work of documentary; that its "vocation" in the public sphere derives instead from its dialogic aspect. For Chanan, documentary's contribution consists in it being "internally dialogic, or double-voiced" (Ibid., 226). The filming strategy is designed to maximize the viewer's involvement.
Close-up talking heads pose and answer questions directly to camera so that the viewer is positioned as the one being asked and being answered.
Addressed as if a member of the community, she is brought into a complex affective space, called on as a peer to imagine and hear from many varied perspectives how the world looks through African American men's eyes. As an online experience, this has the intimacy of a one-to-one exchange. As an installation, this effect is created in another way -monitors are arranged so that the life-sized talking heads are at head height and the viewer is situated as part of the group. In both cases, the effect works to bring the viewer right into the dialogue, encouraging identification and disrupting the other-ness which is at play in a racist construction of black male identity. Like Hollow, the project is designed to work on two levels. It's about a community -reflecting lived experience and complexity, and challenging pre-conceptions. It's also for the community -a platform through which the participants become a public, calling attention to their common concerns. 
